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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 4, 7, and 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Day (US 5665450) in view of the collective teachings of Demeester 
(US 5885714), Bain (US 4793108), Shorr (US 3081205), and Padden (US 5500272), 
and further in view of Luvisi (US 3534004). 

The claims are rejected here for the reasons provided in numbered paragraph 4 
of the previous office action, mailed 12 May 2008. 

As to the new language requiring a continuous peripheral edge, this limitation is 
suggested by the applied prior art. Demeester suggests a continuous peripheral edge 
for the reinforcement 5 (Figure 1 ). Shorr specifically indicates that the peripheral 
reinforcement may be provided as a continuous frame or as a plurality of strips (column 
7, lines 31 -49; Figure 1 ). It is further noted that a plurality of strips may be used to 
provide a continuous peripheral edge. The recitation of a continuous edge simply 
requires an edge which is unbroken. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to provide the claimed continuous peripheral edge 
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because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to provide suitably 
shaped reinforcing members in accordance with the teachings of Demeester and Shorr. 

3. Claims 13, 15, 17, 20-22, 25, and 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Day in view of the collective teachings of Demeester, Bain, 
Shorr, and Padden, and further in view of Luvisi as applied to claims 1 , 3, 4, 7, and 9-1 2 
above, and further in view of Graff (US 3074832). 

The claims are rejected here for the reasons provided in numbered paragraph 5 
of the previous office action. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 12 August 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Day does not teach the claimed one or more metallic 
peripheral layers to provide additional strength. The examiner responded to this 
argument on page 8 of the previous office action. The examiner's position is 
maintained. 

Applicant argues that there is no suggestion in the secondary references to 
Demeester, Bain, Shorr and Padden that it would be helpful or possible to interleave 
one or more metal peripheral layers that have an opening between layers of a 
transparent window structure made up of transparent fibers and a transparent resin that 
has an index of refraction that matches the index of refraction of the transparent fibers. 
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The examiner respectfully disagrees. Each of Demeester, Bain and Shorr suggests the 
use of peripheral reinforcing members for aircraft windows in order to provide increased 
strength. These references also suggest providing such peripheral reinforcing members 
as an integral part of the window. As to providing composite materials with such 
reinforcement, Padden was applied to show the use of thin metal reinforcing sheets 
interleaved with fiber reinforced prepregs provides increased strength and particular 
advantages where fasteners are provided through the composite product. Padden also 
shows that such interleaving is a suitable manner of providing the metal reinforcing 
sheet. The examiner's position is that Applicant has achieved none but the expected 
results in observing increased strength upon inclusion of known peripheral reinforcing 
sheets for reinforcing aircraft window edges. 

Applicant argues that Padden is not directed to forming windows. The examiner 
responded to this argument on page 9 of the previous office action. The examiner's 
position is maintained. 

Applicant argues that Day makes no mention of the desirability of including 
peripheral reinforcement. Applicant further argues that composite windows of the type 
taught by Day are already strong and thus one of ordinary skill in the art would not have 
been led to provide additional reinforcement. This argument is not persuasive because 
Padden is also directed to composite materials having high strength, and teaches that 
interleaving metallic reinforcement with the fiber reinforced prepregs is desirable for 
providing additional strength. The examiner acknowledges that Day does not mention 
such peripheral reinforcement. However, the examiner's position is that one of ordinary 
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skill in the art would still appreciate that Day's window would benefit from such 
reinforcement in accordance with the teachings of the applied secondary references to 
Demeester, Bain, Shorrand Padden. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the newly added claim language in claim 1 
has been addressed in the new rejection applied above. 

Applicant argues that Padden involves the use of a full layer of metallic interlayer 
as opposed to a peripheral member. This argument is not persuasive because each of 
Demeester, Bain and Shorr suggests the use of a peripheral integral member for 
reinforcing aircraft windows. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily appreciated that the use of a full layer of metallic interlayer would render the 
window non-transparent. 

Applicant argues that Luvisi does not teach a peripheral reinforcing metallic 
interlayer wherein the window has a construction of fibers and resin with matching 
indices of refraction. In response, the Luvisi was not relied upon for this limitation. 
Luvisis was relied upon for a teaching that the claimed aliphatic epoxy resin is known to 
have particular benefits in aircraft canopies and windows. It is further noted that Day, 
the primary reference, indicates that practically all transparent polymers are suitable for 
manufacturing the composite window (column 7, line 1). 

Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1 .1 36(a). The new grounds of rejection applied above were necessitated by the 
new language added to claim 1 . 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL A. TOLIN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8633. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9am to 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Michael A Tol in/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

/Richard Crispino/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



